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1 Model of Externalities

Consider a set of agents, N, in a social network S = (N, E), where £ C N x N. Let
Nbr (i) = {j: (i,7) € E} be the set of neighbors of the actor i. We assume that all nodes
have a degree less than some constant K. Each agent i € N takes an action z; € R, (e.g.
corresponding to units of electricity consumed), and let x € RN be an action profile of all
agents. Each agent i experiences raw utility from its action/consumption defined by the
function u; : Ry — R. We assume u; is a twice differentiable and strictly concave raw utility
function with a finite maximum and the marginal utility u; approaches infinity as the action
approaches zero.!

We present two models of externalities. The first is the standard model of externalities
in which each actor’s utility depends upon the actor’s action and the action taken by the
other actors. In the second model of externalities, the actors are able to exert peer pressure
on their peers and each actor’s utility also depends upon the pressure exerted by the actor

on her peers and the pressure felt by the actor from her peers.

1.1 Standard Model of Externalities

In the standard treatment of externalities, it is assumed that the utility of actor ¢ depends
both on the raw utility of its own action as well as the externalities experienced due to the
actions of others. The latter is captured by a function v; : R, — R, which is strictly convex
and increasing, and captures the externality experienced by 7 due to the aggregate action of
other actors in the population.? Therefore, the total utility of actor i, given its own action

x; and the action, x_; of other agents N \ {i} is as follows:

IThis is a very natural case when w; is the difference of a concave upper bounded utility and linear cost such as when the
raw utility function takes the form wu;(z;) = f;(x;) — Az;, where X is the marginal cost of the action, and f;(.) is continuous,
concave, strictly increasing, and f{(O) > X and 3z} such that Vo > z7 we have fl’(x) < A. In this case, at equilibrium action
zf, we have f/(x}) = A, that is the marginal benefit from action equals the marginal cost. An example of such a function is
fi(z) = 2% with a € (0,1).

2For simplicity, we assume externality is negative, but the analysis should not fundamentally change with positive external-
ities, negative utility of action and concave externality function.



Ui(zi,x—;) = ui(x;) — v, (Z xj>
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Social surplus is defined as the sum of utilities achieved by all agents in both the models.

S(x) =Y Ui, x_;) (1)

1EN
1.1.1 Equilibrium in the Standard Externalities Model

The equilibrium in the standard externalities model is well understood. There is a unique
equilibrium, in which each agent takes the action that maximizes the raw utility of her
action irrespective of the actions taken by other agents. Let x* denote the action profile at
equilibrium, and x° denote the action profile that maximizes social surplus. In the standard
model of externalities, we know that at the equilibrium, the agents take action that is higher
than the socially optimal action, that is x* > x° [1| and therefore the social surplus at the

equilibrium is sub-optimal.

1.2 Externalities with Peer Pressure

Consider, now, that actors have the ability to exert peer pressure on their peers in the social
network [2]. We denote the peer-pressure profile by the matrix p € RV*Y | where the element
pi; is the peer-pressure exerted by the agent i on her peer j. If ¢ and j are not peers in the
social network, then p;; = 0. The ith column of p” (transpose of p), py;, is the vector of
peer-pressures exerted by ¢ over her peers. Similarly, the ¢th column of p, pj;, is the vector
of peer-pressures exerted over ¢ by her peers.

The utility of an actor then takes the following extended form:

Uiz, x5, p) = (i) — v; (Z%) | D | @w=a) = D mi)e @2

G#i FENbr(3) JENbr (i)

Thus, in addition to the raw utility of action and the externality, actor i also experiences
potential disutility that is bilinear in the total pressure from the peers and i’s own action.
An individual’s action and the peer pressure on the individual enter as strategic substitutes
in the individual’s utility. The higher ¢’s action is, the more salient the effect of the pressure
becomes (similar model with binary actions has also been studied by authors in |2, pg. 67]).
Agent ¢ also incurs a cost c.p;; should it wish to exert pressure on neighblor j, where c is

the marginal cost of exerting such pressure.



In the vector form, the utility takes the form:

Ui(zi, x—i,p) = ui(w;) —vi (1.x-;) — (L.py) (zi — 27) — (L.py) ¢ (3)

{We will denote 1 as a vector of ones with matching dimensions when taking the dot
product.}

With peer-pressure, the game is modelled as a two-stage game. In the first stage, actors
choose the amount of peer pressure they wish to exert on their neighbors. In the second
stage, actors observe pressure on themselves and then choose their action. We assume that
the raw marginal utility of any agent is convex in her action.?

The scenario we are interested in is when the externality functions rise much slower than
the raw utility function and any one agent’s marginal change in action has very small effect
on the marginal externality of other agents. In this case, the large externality is due to
higher aggregate action of all agents and in the equilibrium the peer-pressure is sufficiently
distributed across all agents. We also restrict to the cases when the marginal cost of exerting
peer-pressure is neither too high such that no one exerts any peer-pressure on anyone, nor too
low such that there is too much pressure on everyone. This is often the case with problems
of externalities such as pollution. The change in externality felt by any one agent due to
the change in one other agent’s pollution level is significantly small compared to the gain
the utility of the agent creating the pollution. The total change in the externality felt by all
the agents may be very high for a large population of agents. Similarly, if a large number of
agents change their pollution level simultaneously, then the change in the externality felt by
any one agent may be much larger than the change in the utility of any one agent changing

her pollution level. More formally, we make the following assumptions.

1. For at least one agent ¢ and one of her peers j, the marginal cost of exerting pressure is

lower than the ratio of the marginal externality of j to the curvature of the raw utility
oy (1x5)
w ()

the cost of exerting peer-pressure is too high and no one will exert peer-pressure on

of 7 when the action profile is x*, i.e., ¢ < . In the absence of this condition,

anyone. Since, we observe peer-pressure in the real world, this condition is naturally
satisfied.

2. The marginal cost of exerting peer-pressure is higher than the ratio of the marginal

externality of any agent, ¢, to the curvature of the raw utility of any of her peers, 7,
v (12 )

3This assumption is very natural and satisfied by almost all natural utility functions such as the Cobb-Douglas utility
function.

when the action profile is socially optimal x°, i.e., ¢ > for all peers 7, 5. This




condition says that the cost of exerting pressure high enough that no agent experiences
enough pressure to reduce his action to the socially optimal level. In the absence of
this condition, all actions in the society will be optimal. Since, there definitely are

suboptimal actions in the society, therefore, this condition is naturally satisfied.

3. The marginal cost of exerting pressure is ﬁ times lower than the reciprocal of the

absolute semi-elasticity of the marginal raw utility of any agent 7 at the socially optimal
u () e Ca)) _
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action profile, x°, i.e., ¢ <

For convenience, we define some notation:

o Let p,; = ZjerT(i) pji = 1.p}; denote the total pressure exerted over i by all his
neighbors.

o Let pir = zje Noriy Pii = 1P denote the total pressure exerted by ¢ towards his
neighbors.

We study the equilibrium of this game in the next sections.

2 Equilibrium in the Externalities Model with Peer Pressue

We now study the sub-game perfect equilibrium in the externalities model with peer-pressure.
In the sub-game perfect equilibrium, we observe that the equilibrium action profile in the
game with peer-pressure is lower than the action-profile in the game without peer-pressure.
The presence of peer-pressure causes a lower action in the game. However, the peer-pressure

in the equilibrium is not sufficient to bring the action down to the socially optimal level.

2.1 Existence of the Subgame Perfect Equilibria

We first show how the peer pressure profile in the first stage effects the equilibrium in the
second stage game. In the second stage of the game for the given pressure profile p, each
actor ¢ chooses her action x; that maximizes her utility U;(z;, x_;, p) given the peer-pressure
exerted on her. Note that an actor’s marginal utility in her own action in the subgame
starting at the second stage is independent of the actions of the other actors in the second
stage. Only the first three terms in the utility function depend upon the action profile in the
second stage and only the first and the third term depends upon an actor’s own action x;.
Therefore, in essence, the sub-game starting at the second stage is similar to the game in the

standard externalities model. In the second stage, actors observe pressure on themselves and



then choose their action as a response to the observed pressure. Given pressure p, we denote

*

x; (p) or with some abuse of notation, x; (p;;) as the optimal response to the pressure for
agent 7, which is also his equilibrium action in the second stage game. Since the marginal raw
utility of action for all actors approaches infinity as action approaches zero, therefore this
action for all actors is greater than zero. The optimal response is unique and the marginal
raw utility for actor ¢ at the optimal response is equal to the total pressure exerted on 1,
i.e. uf(xf (pi)) = pyi- The marginal response by any agent ¢ to pressure pj; from any of her

peers j is the reciprocal of the curvature of the raw utility function at the optimal response,

. 0z (pys . .- . . .

je- = (m ) = L 4. Since, the raw utility of action is concave, the optimal response
dp]z u”(xz‘(pu))

in the second stage is decreasing in the felt peer-pressure, i.e.- axg;f “) = *l(pu)) < 0.

Also, since the raw marginal utility of action is convex in the agent’s action, therefore, the
optimal response in the second stage is convex in the felt peer-pressure, % > 0.

In the first stage of the game, the threat of higher action in the second stage, is an
incentive for the actors to exert pressure on their peers. Given that the equilibrium action
is taken in the second stage of the game, the actors in the first stage of the game choose

peer-pressure on their neighbors that maximixes their utility function

Ui(p) = wi(w} (pyi)) (Zx pij) put; (pri) — pric (4)

JFi
2.1.1 Peer Pressures are strategic substitutes

Proposition 1. The peer-pressure that any actor i exerts on any of her peers j is strict
strategic substitute of any peer-pressure not exerted on i. Therefore, if any agent increases
peer-pressure on one of her neighbors other than i, then the best-reponse peer-pressure exerted

by i on all other agents decreases.

Proof. For any actor ¢ and any two of her peers 7, k,

o*u; " * Oz} (pij) Oz, (PJ,k) . X X .
o, = Vi (Zm 2i T (P im)) B oo < 0, since the externality is concave in

the action and the best response action of the actors is decreasing in the felt peer-pressure.

Therefore, the peer-pressures p;; and p;; are strict strategic substitutes of each other.

For any actor ¢ and k with a common peer j,

UL _ + 0z (pyy) 05 (pis) + 0% (pyy ) -
oo = Ui (Zm# T (mm)) o oy Vi ( 2ot T (Pum) ) papes < 0, since
the externality is concave in the action and the best response action of the actors is decreasing

and convex in the felt peer-pressure. Therefore, the peer-pressures p;; and py; are strict

4By using the inverse derivative law: : (ffl)l = W_l)



strategic substitutes of each other.
For any distinct pair of neighboring actors 7, j and k&, [,
) Ox*(py;) Oz . . . .
% = —v/ (Zm 2i Ty (pim)) xﬁa;(oi-“) zlalgfjl) < 0, since the externality is concave in
the action and the best response action of the actors is decreasing in the felt peer-pressure.

Therefore, the peer-pressures p;; and py; are strict strategic substitutes of each other.
m

2.1.2 Eliminating Some Strictly Dominated Strategies

Since, all peer pressures are positive and the optimal response of the agents decrease with the
felt pressure, the optimal response of any agent in the second stage game is always below the
equilibrium action in the standard externalities model, z}. Therefore, all actions z; > z]"** =
z; and are strictly dominated. Let us denote pj;** = arg max,er, U; (xf (pji) , X, Piis 0),
the pressure that j puts on ¢ that maximizes j’s utility given she does not put any peer-

pressure on any other peer and no one else puts any peer-pressure on anyone else. Following

max

Proposition 1, any peer pressure strategy ps; in which p;; > pii** is strictly dominated.

Since the maximum pressure on ¢ from any of her peers is finite, therefore the maximum

total pressure p7;** on agent i is finite and since i’s marginal raw utility of action approaches

infinity as her action approaches zero, therefore all actions z; < x (p@”) = "™ in the

second stage game are strictly dominated.
Therefore, for any agent 7, there exists critical actions, 2! and z"*®  such that all
min_pMat] are iteratively strictly dominated. Similarly, there

exists a maximum peer pressure, p;;**

strictly dominated. There are more iterated strictly dominated strategies but we will restrict

actions not belonging to [x

such that for any pair of peers i, j, all p;; > p3** are

our attention to these.

min

mn et and

Therefore, we can restrict the set of actions for any actor i to X; = [z :

max
j
profile of all agents other than i) without any loss of generality. The set of peer-pressure

peer-pressure strategy set for any actor ¢ to P; = HjerT(i) [0, pi2e*] for all p_;(peer pressure

strategy profiles P = [, P; is also compact and convex.

2.1.3 Existence of Subgame Perfect Equilibrium
Proposition 2. The set of subgame perfect equilibria in the two stage game is non-empty.

Proof. We first show that for all ¢ € N and for all p_;, v; (Zj# 2y (P—upn)) is strictly

convex in p;+. To show this, we consider two arbitrary peer-pressure vectors p. and p”.
T , 1 K2



(Zx? (P Aply (1= p;%>>
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= > 5 (i AP + (L= N)ph) + Y 2 (p—i, AP}y + (1= A) ply)
JEN\(Nbr(i)u{i}) JENbr(3)
< V; Z $; (p—i> Ap% + (1 - PZT Z )\117 P—i, Pm) (1=X) x; (P—i, p;/T) >
JEN\(Nbr(i)U{i}) JENDr ()

= v; > + Y A (poiply) + (1= Nz} (poi,ply) |

FJEN\(Nbr(i)U{i}) jENbT( ;)

<\, Z r; (pi) + Z ; (p*hpgT)

FEN\(Nbr(i)U{i}) JENbr(i)

F(1 =\, Yoo @)+ Y w(paph)|”

JEN\(Nbr(i)U{i}) JENDbr(7)

Therefore the utility, U;, of actor ¢ is strictly concave in p4; for all p_;. Also, since v;
approaches —oo as its paramater approaches oo, therefore there is a unique and finite py;
for each p_; that maximizes ¢’s utility.

Since, the peer-pressure strategy set, P; for any actor ¢ is compact and convex for any p_;
and the utility function of ¢ is continuous and strictly concave, therefore by the theorem of
the maximum [3], the best-response peer-pressure strategy, py; (p), of actor i is continuous
in p and the best-response peer-pressure function p* : P — P is a continuous function
from a compact and convex set to itself. Therefore, by Brower’s fixed point theorem, the
best-response peer-pressure function p* has a fixed point. Therefore, the set of equilibria is
non-empty.

m

5Since, for all j € Nbr (3), z (pw) is strictly convex in p ; and as a consequence in p;;
6Since, for all j ¢ Nbr (i), pw is independent of py;, therefore :1: (p) = x;‘ (pij) is independent of pq;
"Since v; is strictly convex



2.2 Who puts pressure on whom?

We make two observations for the equilibrium pressure profile p* that follow from applying
the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker(KKT) conditions [4].

Proposition 3. The set of peers an actor puts pressure on are the ones who have the
smallest curvature of the raw utility function at the equilibrium action, i.e.- p;; > 0 for
j €N, ie Nbr(i) only if u (x7 (pl;)) < ui (x5 (pix)) for all k € Nbr ().

Proof. For the actor j, if pj; > 0, then by applying KKT condition to the equilibrium, we

/ i (p* ;
—] (%ﬁ; (P )) ! (xf(pL))

Therefore for any peer 2 on whom j exerts presure, the curvature of ¢’s raw utility function

| (3 (p7,)| = m and if pj, = 0 for some k € Nbr (j).

' 2t (p* 1
c > —; (%; lc(p )) U,k/ (%’Z(PI]{;))

Therefore for any peer k£ on whom j does not exert presure, the curvature of k’s raw utility

have:

functi " (p* ey
unction ‘ul (132 (p¢z))| > (2

- . Therefore the proposition holds.
)

]

In words, agent j will exert pressure on every neighbor for which the marginal cost of
exerting pressure c¢ equals the marginal reduction in externalities experienced from that
neighbor. Moreover, note that all these neighbors will have identical marginal reduction in
externality. On the other hand, j will not exert any pressure on the other neighbors, for

which the marginal reduction in externality is lower than c.

Proposition 4. An actor feels pressure from the peers who have the highest marginal exter-
nality at the equilibrium action, i.e.- p;; > 0 fori € N, j € Nbr (i) only if v} (l.x* (p*) — 7} (pj])) >
vy, (1x* (p*) — xf (ply)) for all k € Nbr (i).

Proof. For the actor 4, if p}; > 0, then

o - (S
I#j



and for all k € Nbr (i) if p;, = 0.

¢ uf («7(p,))| > vi (Z x?‘(p*))
1#k
Therefore the proposition holds.

O

The above observations provide a system of equations that can be solved to find an equi-
librium pressure profile p* and the resulting action profile x*. We note that the equilibrium
pressure profile need not be unique. However, as we see in the next subsection, the total

pressure on each agent and consequently the action profile is same in all equilibria.

2.3 Uniqueness of action profile in all subgame perfect equilibria

Assumption A1l: the absolute elasticity of the marginal externality felt by any agent j € N

is lower than the absolute elasticity of the curvature of the raw utility of any other agent

dlog v (aci—ﬁ-l.x,{iyj}) Olog |uf (x;)
ox; < ox;

1 € N with respect to the agent i’s action, i.e.- for all action

min ma:p]

profiles x € ], cnlzi™", 27

This assumption suggests that the marginal externalities grow slower than the decay of
curvature of the raw utility function. We will see that this condition guarantees that the
peer-pressure on any agent and consequently her own action does not vary across different

equilibria. We first give a result that will help understand the implication of assumption Al.

Proposition 5. Define h(x,y) = —af (x) + bg(y) and where f and g are continuous,
differentiable and positive functions where f is strictly decreasing and g is strictly increasing

Jlo dlo T )
lg;(y) < — 125( ), ]fh(:L’hyl) — h(Ig,yg) =0, with

Yo >y and xo < x1. Then x1 — 10 < Yo — Y1.

defined over closed intervals. Assume

Proof. Let [ be the path from (z1,y1) to (z9,y2) along the indifference curve of h, i.e.-
h(x,y) =0 for all (z,y) along I.

Z2,Y2
h(x2,y2) — h(22,2) = / Vh(z,y).dl =0
z1,y1
2,92
— (—af’ (z)dz 4+ bg' (y)dy).dl =0
1,Y1

z2,Y2 af’ (IL") bg' (y) B T2,Y2 1 (ZB) g (y) -
= [ et ) a= [ (s S a=o



{Since af (x) = bg (y) for all (z,y) along [}

. (_alogf <I)d33' N dlog g (y>dy> dl=0

- ox dy

Z1,Y1

xr2,Y2 xr2,Y2
= —dz.dl < / dy.dl

Z1,Y1 1,Y1

{Since —alogj(x) > alogé’(y) > 0 for all (x,y) along [}

== T — T2 < Y2 — Y1

]

Using the above result, we show the uniqueness of action profile in the two-stage game

with peer pressure.

Proposition 6. The action profile in the second stage of the game is same in all subgame

perfect equilibria of the two-stage game under assumption Al.

Proof. We will prove this by contradiction. Assume, there are two subgame perfect equi-

libria (P, %), (p,x) with two different action profiles X and X respectively. Without loss of

generality, assume that 1’.x > 1'.x. Let i* = argmax;cy Z; — Z;. Clearly, Z;

— Ty > 0.

This implies that p;« > py» > 0. Pick a peer, j* € Nbr (i*) such that p;«;» > 0. We know

that such a neighbor exists because p;- > 0.
Therefore by KKT condition,

e (L) + v} <Z i"k> =0
k#j*

If

cul. (&) + v <Z :ck) —0

k#j*

then by the previous proposition

If

10



then define x;. to be the action of 7 such that

cuge () + vj- <Z i"k> =0
s

Since the raw marginal utility of action is convex, therefore z;» < x;. and therefore using the

previous proposition
— i’i* > 92'2* — i‘i*
This implies that
.C%j* — jfj* > Ty — Ty + 'x-1x> Tpe — Tyx = Izrg}\?(ﬂél — I > i’j* — Z\ﬁj*
which is a contradiction. Therefore, there cannot be two subgame perfect equilibria with

different action profiles.
0

2.4 Comparing the Equilibrium Action in the Two Games

Theorem 1. The action profile in any subgame perfect equilibrium in the two-stage game
with peer-pressure is strictly lower than the equilibrium action profile in the game without

PEET-PTESSUTE.

Proof. The action profile in the equilibrium in the game with peer-pressure is same as the
action profile in the equilibrium of the second stage in the two-stage game when the peer-
pressure profile in the first stage is 0. Since the equilibrium action profile in the second stage
decreases with any increase in the peer-pressure profile in the first stage and the peer-pressure
profile in the subgame perfect equilibrium of the two-stage game is positive, therefore the
result holds.

]

3 Pigouvian Mechanism: Direct Rewards to Reduce Action to the

Socially Optimal Level

In the standard Pigouvian mechanism, agents are rewarded for reduced action. The reward
given to any agent ¢ € N for her action x; is r; (x;) = u] (xf) (7 — x;). The utility function

of agent 7 under the Pigouvian mechanism is

11



Ui(zi,x_i, p) = ui(x;) (Zx]> — Z pii | xi — Z pij | c+ri(z).  (5)

j#i JENDbr(7) JENDbr(7)

Proposition 7. There is no peer-pressure on any agent in equilibrium under Pigouvian

mechanism.

Proof. When there is no peer- pressure on any agent, the equilibrium action profile is x°
For any pair of peers i,j, ¢ > — ,,(( 3 therefore by KKT conditions the best response peer-
pressure for agent j, p;; = 0. Therefore there is no peer-pressure on any agent in the
equilibrium under Pigouvian mechanism.

]

4 Social Mechanisms: Rewards to Increase Peer Pressure to the

Socially Optimal Level

Social mechanisms encourage individuals to exert peer pressure and thus indirectly reduce
the action level. These mechanisms work by rewarding individuals for their peers’ low action,
in effect subsidizing the cost of peer pressure they incur. The reward is given to agent ¢ as
a result of her peer, agent j’s action x;. Formally, r;; : R — R is strictly decreasing in z;
(the more j consumes, the less reward i gets), and rj; (x;) is the reward given to the actor i
for the action x; by a neighboring actor j.

This reward can be incorporated into the game by the following expanded utility function:

Ui(x,p) = ui(z;) — v <Z$J>—x1 Z pji — € Z Dij + Z ri(x;)

j#i JENbr(t) JENbr(t) JENbr(i)
At optimal action z°, Vi € N, we have wj(27) = >_,; v;(D ey T7)

We would like to come up with a reward function which has the following properties:

1. The reward must be simple. We consider reward functions with constant marginal

reward (i.e. affine reward functions).
2. A subgame perfect equilibrium of the two-stage game should exist.
3. Equilibrium action should be optimal.

4. Fach peer gets rewarded for an agent’s reduced action.

12



5. Budget for rewards should be minimized over the set of reward functions that satisfy

the above conditions.

Theorem 2. The following reward function satisfies conditions (1-5):

rii(z;) = (aj + Bi) (z; — x;) where a; = cuj(x5) and B; = v; (Z xZ)

ki
Proof. In the first stage, the actors choose the pressure such that action profile in the second
stage maximizes their reward minus the externality on them minus the cost they incur to
exert pressure. The optimum amount of pressure is such that the action profile in the second
stage is socially optimal. The threat of over action reducing the reward for the actors in the
second stage sustains the optimum pressure exerted by the actors. Thus, at the optimum

pressure profile p°, we should have in the second stage:

(—U; (Z xy, (p)) 8?;9(:) —c+ 7’;1- (x;* (p)) aigi(;))

ki

- , . 9z (p)
((CEEIED

ri(af) = cuf(x5) + v (Z :1:2)

ki

This characterizes the reward function such that the pressure profile in the first stage

which gives:

Therefore:®

is optimum. This is not a full characterization of the reward function as it only suggests
constraints on the reward function such that the optimal pressure is chosen in the first
stage. There are infinitely many reward functions that satisfy these constraints. In short
the constraint suggests that at action levels below the optimal, the marginal reward of the
neighbors additional action is higher than the sum of the marginal reduction in cost by
reducing pressure on the neighbor and the marginal externality introduced by the neighbors
action. Thus, it is advantageous for the actors to reduce pressure on their neighbors. On the
other hand, at action levels above optimum, the marginal reward for the neighbors additional

action is lower than the sum of the marginal reduction in cost by reducing pressure on

. L 9z} (p
8The inverse derivative: 0]( )

_ 1 : : tats . -1y —
R using the inverse derivative law: (f ) =

D)

13



the neighbor and the marginal externality introduced by the neighbors action. Thus, it is
advantageous for the actors to increase pressure on their neighbors. To fully characterize the
reward function, we use conditions 1 and 2.

The following reward function satisfies the above condition:

rii(z;) = — (o + i) (l’j — wj) where a; = cu;’(xj) and 3; = v, (Z :cZ)
ki
Il

The reward has a component that depends upon the consumer and a component that

depends upon the neighbor.

4.1 Comparing the budget for rewards for the social and the Pigouvian mech-

anisms

Theorem 3. The budget for the rewards in the Pigouvian Mechanism s at least twice the

budget for the rewards in the social mechanism.

Proof. The budget for the total reward distributed to the peers of agent j at the optimal

action profile is

Bi= > walep)= 3 (o +5) (5~ )

1€Nbr(j) 1€ENDr(j)
Under the Pigouvian subsidies, the total subsidy given to the agent j at the optimal

action 1s:

7= (%) -2

i#]
The ratio of the two budgets for the consumer j at the optimal action is:
B - > ientr(y) (Bi + )
B_;'D N ZieN Bi
- ZiENbr(j) ()
ZiEN /Bl
= |Nbr(j)] euf (z9)

J
/ o
wj (%)

14



<

1
T 5 ,Sincec<

2K (1)
Therefore, the total budget in the social mechanism is lower than the total budget in the
|Nor ()| B}

. . . s l s
Pigouvian mechanism. > ;v B} <> iy~ < 52 _jen Bj-

]

4.2 Social Capital

The social mechanism needs a smaller budget for the rewards and thus need lower taxation on
the society. Since taxation has overheads and reduces social surplus, lower taxation is better.
For simplicity, we assume that the redistribution loss or the overheard introduced due to the
taxation and distribution of rewards is a fraction, d of the total taxation. However, social
capital is used in the social mechanism and it is important to find out the total loss of the
social capital. We show in the next theorem that the loss incurred in the social capital due to
peer-pressure in the equilibrium under social mechanism is smaller than the increase in the
redistribution loss in the equilibrium under Pigouvian mechanism over the the equilibrium

under social mechanism.

Theorem 4. The loss in social capital in the equilibrium under the soctal mechanism is
lower than the redistribution loss in the equilibrium under the Pigouvian mechanism for all

redistribution factors 0 > 3.

Proof. The redistribution loss in the equilibrium under the Pigouvian mechanism due to the

rewards given to any agent ¢ is

S (29) (&} — ).

The loss in social capital in the social mechanism is the cost of applying the peer-pressure.
There is no loss of social capital due to agents’ action because each agent ’s action is socially

optimal. The total loss in the social capital to the peers of agent ¢ is
¢ (pl;) = eu (27)

= ¢ (u; (27) — u; (7)) , {Since ; (z7) = 0}

7 7 7
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mece € raw marginal utitil 1S STric convex, eretore u, (r;) < u,; (x)1or all 72 an orall x > x;
Since th ginal utitlity is strictly theref Y (xf () for all i and for all ¢

= —cul (af) (af — )
L ()

2K u!’ (x9)

< 0wy () (7 — 7).

1 /
< —U;

2K () (xf — x3),{Since ¢ < ——

K3 (3

for all 7}

]

Corollary 1. The total loss in the equilibrium under the social mechanism including the loss
mn the social capital and the redistribution loss is lower than the the redistribution loss in the

equilibrium under the Pigouvian mechanism for distribution factors 6 > %

Proof. The redistribution loss in the equilibrium under social mechanism due to the rewards

distributed to the peers of any agent ¢ is

—0K (cuf (x7) 4 0} (x°,)) («] —a5)

Therefore, the total loss in the equilibrium under social mechanism from rewards and

social loss to the agents of 7 is

cui (27) — 0K (cuf (27) + v} (x2;)) (2] — a7)
< cuy (z7) — 0K ew] (25) (xf — x3)

)

1
< cuf (a5) + 00 (25) (2} — 25)

v

, since ¢
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5 Example

We give a simple illustrative example to demonstrate our results. Consider a homogeneous
set of agents N = {1,...,100}, each agent has 10 peers in the social network. Each agent
consumes electricity priced at 4 per unit. The raw utility function of all agents is u;(z;) =
1229® — 4z; for all i € N, and the externality function of all agents is v; (y) = 0.0001 (y)"°
for all i € N. The marginal cost of exerting pressure is ¢ = 1 per unit. Assume that
the redistribution loss is ¢ = 0.1 per unit of reward. Figure 1 shows how the raw utility
of consumption, externality and total utility of each agent changes with the increase in
consumption, assuming each agent has the same consumption.

We have a symmetric equilibrium in the absence of peer pressure with x} = 79.61 for all
t € N. The socially optimal consumption is =7 = 31.19 for all « € N. So the electricity
consumption is more than two and a half times the socially optimal level. The ratio of the
marginal externality on any agent to the curvature of the raw utility of any other agent
at the equilibrium consumption x* is 1.33 > ¢ and at socially optimum consumption x° is
0.27 < c. Therefore the cost of exterting the socially optimal level of pressure on the peers
is much higher than the resulting reduction on externality on any agent. The symmetric
equilibrium in the model with peer-pressure is better than the model without peer-pressure.
The peer-pressure on the agents in the equilibrium is 0.13 which is very low as compared
to the optimal peer-pressure 0.83. Therefore, the consumption in the equilibrium is 67.46
which is more than twice the socially optimal consumption. Figure 1 illustrates the situation,
highlighting that, even if peer-pressure is possible, it is too costly to apply sufficiently high
enough to yield socially optimal consumption.

The total reward budget required to reduce the consumption to the socially optimal
level under Pigouvian mechanism will be 3995.40 and the total reward budget under the
social mechanism will be 1095.26. Figure 2 shows that the required budget for any target
consumption level is lower under the social mechanism than under the Pigouvian mechanism.

The social cost in the equilibrium under the social mechanism will be 82.50. Moreover,
the total social cost and the redistribution cost under the social mechanism is 192.03. The
total redistribution cost under the Pigouvian mechanism is 399.54 which is one and a half
times the cost under the social mechanism. Figure 3 shows that the redistribution and social
loss for any target consumption level is lower under the social mechanism than under the

Pigouvian mechanism.
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Figure 1: (navy) Raw utility of consumption, maximized at the equilibrium consumption of X = 79.62. The
peer pressure will lower the equilibrium consumption only slightly to X = 67.46 due to high marginal cost
of pressure; (green) Externality experienced due to other agents’ consumption; (red) Total utility curve is
the difference between the navy and green curves, and is maximized at the (much lower) socially optimal
consumption level of X = 31.19.
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Figure 2: (navy) Budget required for rewards under Pigouvian mechanism for a target consumption level;
(green) Budget required for rewards under Social mechanism for a desired consumption level. It increases
much slower as the target consumption level is reduced.
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Figure 3: (navy) Redistribution loss under Pigouvian mechanism for a target consumption level; (green)
Redistribution loss under Social mechanism for a desired consumption level. It increases much slower as
the target consumption level is reduced; (red) Social loss under Social mechanism for a desired consumption
level; (magenta) Total (redistribution + social) loss under Social mechanism for a desired consumption level.
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